The elusive notion of brand equity is operationalized in a "share tiering" framework with a combination of multiple constructs: (1) relative barrier or brand price, (2) brand quality perceptions, (3) brand purchase loyalty, and (4) self-report future brand purchase trend. This general measurement framework for "true" brand equity when applied longitudinally permits the evaluation of markerting ROI. Recommended measures for the "share tiering" approach to brand equity measurement are illustrated using the cola category as an example. and what is driving the change? Framed in these terms, the real heart and soul of ROI is to understand the impact of marketing on "brand potential" in dollar terms. Moreover, gaining an
INTRODUCTION
Much has been written of late about the holy grail of marketing, measuring the Return on Investment of Marketing dollars (ROI-M). The topic is certainly not a new one, especially as evidenced in the frequency of board room discussions on the topic. Recent interest has been driven by development of more sophisticated technologies for collecting the required quantities of customer level data that provide the basis to estimate such a statistic. We appear to be approaching the day when it will be possible to confidently measure the formerly elusive contribution of marketing to business success.
To illustrate the importance of this effort, the latest collaboration between P&G, VNU, and Arbitron is being billed as the "nirvana tool" (Advertising Age, 2004b) . It promises to harness the enormous quantities of data from Nielsen's Home Scan customer panel purchase data and marry it with media activity at the customer level. But the question remains, marketing's contribution to "what"? The buzz surrounding ROI-M inevitably must lead to an examination of what it is we are hoping to find once the grail is discovered, namely the mysteries of "brand equity." Over time, this construct has become ever more important as the key to understanding the objectives, the mechanisms, and especially the net impact of the holistic impact of marketing. This article suggests the conceptual basis upon which foundation of ROI-M must be predicated, "true" brand equity.
The discussion of brand equity and its measurement has a broad range of bedfellows, both academic and corporate, that collectively share more than a bit of a "black box" orientation. Today, there are now at least six well-established consulting firms, each with its own method for valuing a brand. These firms take the measure of a brand on multiple dimensions and emerge with a dollar figure purporting to represent its "value" (BtoB, 2004; Businessweek, 2004) . From a consulting orientation, much is made of the relative size of these amounts and their movements up and down over time. Unfortunately, much less attention is paid by management to the real question of what the figures really represent. All this has prompted some to question the value of these types of valuation, which are often more subjective than objective (MarketingNPV.com, 2004) . Of the five brand equity authorities, only Aaker recommends "market share"
as an equity measure. However, he points out that share is limited as a measure of brand equity because the product class and competitor set need to be defined and sometimes this is not easy to do. He also notes that market share indicators ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Esteem X Personality X X ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ International X Price premium XX ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Knowledge X Relevance X ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Leadership X XX Salience X ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Legal protection X User satisfaction/loyalty X X XX .. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. Market share X Stability X ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Sources: Aaker (1996) , Keller (2003) are (as we noted earlier) responsive to the short-term strategies that often undermine brand equity. (Ambler, 2000) .
The lists are not the same (see Table 3 ).
While "awareness" and "market share" are the most widely tracked measures, "loyalty/retention" and "relative perceived quality" are the most highly valued. Both price sensitivity and quality can be easily measured using a 4-point scale. Level of quality for a brand can be determined by classifying it as either "superior," "good," "acceptable," or "not acceptable." The level of price sensitivity can be classified as either "not a barrier," "a minor barrier," a "significant barrier," or an "absolute barrier" to purchase? 2. Behavior. Behavior is more objectively measured than beliefs, but there are Q1P1 or #1 is the "Top Box," meaning these customers believe the brand is "superior" and "price is not a barrier." One would expect to find a good many of the behaviorally defined loyal customers to be found in this classification. The Q1P2 designation reflects those that believe the brand is "superior," but "price is a minor issue." Conversely, the Q2P1 designation says that "price is not an issue," but the product quality is "not superior," just "good." Those in the Q2P2 classification think the brand is "good," but price is a "minor issue." One would expect less loyal behavior from this classification group. (Note: The extreme points on the scale, "not acceptable quality" and "price is an absolute barrier," are worth Table 4 ). It can be translated into both sales and profit figures (see Table 4 ) but is specific to brand performance and has no category equivalent. In our example below, Brand A has "equity share" that is disproportionate to its market share. Table 5, attempts to The summary of metrics (see Table 6) suggests that Brand A offers equity disproportionate to its market share. Its value to the firm goes well beyond immediate sales and profits. Brand A is more likely to be responsive to marketing efforts and more resilient to adverse market forces.
Leveragability Index (belief defined). This metric, seen in
We can make this determination based on a deeper understanding of the consumer beliefs and behaviors that underlie Brand A's performance, and the likelihood those beliefs and behaviors can be sustained into the future.
By starting with a definition of the equity constructs to be measured, we have created a set of metrics that is close to reflecting the "true equity" of a brand. Together, they illuminate the positions of brands within a category beyond the information provided by market share alone, or These metrics provide insights as to where a brand is strong and how it can be made even stronger. By identifying the specific targets and behaviors to be impacted, strategies can be more focused and effective.
• Easily translated to financial strength and ROI. As can be seen from the examples, these metrics relate directly to sales and profits. Their evaluative power can be further enhanced by modeling their relationship to market activities over time.
Currently, most marketing mix models do not incorporate a brand equity component.
• Ability to track and diagnose changes over time. Each of these measures can be tracked over time and, as indicated above, modeled to provide insights as to driving those changes, which can serve as the basis to compute ROI-M.
• Potential for universal application across categories. While some adjustments may be required for differences in the length of the purchase cycle or the desired purchase behavior (subscription versus transaction, etc.), these metrics are broadly applicable, raising the possibility at last of a common standard for brand equity measurement. ..................................................................................................................................................... ........................................................................................................................................................ ..................................................................................................................................................... ..................................................................................................................................................... ............................................................................................................................................................. A $437 74% $323.38 $216 65% $140.40 70 ............................................................................................................................................................. B $451 76% $342.76 $451 63% $284.13 55 ............................................................................................................................................................. C $279 74% $206.46 $558 62% $345.96 37 ........................................................................................................................................................... ............................................................................................................................................................ A 28.0% 38.4% 76% 54% 70 ............................................................................................................................................................. B 34.5% 34.7% 57% 30% 55 ........................................................................................................................................................... ..................................................................................................................................................... Table 7 ). It is these SQI measures, then, that should serve as the basis to track the real value the brand has in the marketplace. This hybrid measure can be used to assess the effects of marketing activities, which can then serve as the basis to compute ROI-M.
COLA BRAND EQUITY EXAMPLE
To demonstrate the equity assessment framework, thereby providing a frame of reference for the relative output one could expect from market data, the cola category was analyzed from a larger, multicategory brand equity study. These self-report data were collected via the internet from a national sample using a professional research service that compen- laddering (Reynolds and Gutman, 1988) to determine what are the relevant discriminating elements (e.g., why superior, why not superior, etc.) can provide strategic guidance for brand building.
By starting with the premise that all share is not equal, and examining the customer mechanism by which this dynamic can be understood, we have dem- 
